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1. I believe no NGC dirsctive ls necessary on ai arrane
ment fopr dissemination which affects only CIA. Hre. Childs has
talked to idmira) Souers on this, and perhaps the latter's con=
currence should be placed with the others on the draft. It
way be that the othar IAC agencloes should be shown thls in the
interaest of cstabllishimy: uniforms Inbernal policles.

2. I employses do not have pormission from the Director
to give informatlon in connection with offlclal businesac, they
are bound by thoir security oath and thoe posaldbllity of inurimie
nating themselves undder the osplonage Acl to rcfuse to toutify.
This refusal may cause issuance of & subpoena calling on the
Director to produce the Informutions I he refused on the prounds
of natlonal scourity and his duby to proteci sourecos, he could
theoretically be cited for contemphte Tho outcome of such a
sitation has nover been decidedy and it 1s & highly controversial
point involving the conatltutional divielon of suthority boe
tween the executive and leglslative branches. The issue has
never been Joined, as these mattors ers norally sottled on a
practical, rathor then a legalybasis. I you or the Director
wore oalled upon to reveal informstion you considered of vital
national importamce (something like the "Maglc"™ case), I would
certainly advise refusal, even in the face of possible contempt
proceedings, rather then comply with the subpoena.
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